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記 録 目 録
書類標目 陳述者 作成年月日 頁数
（警察庁）犯罪捜査規則別紙169号書式
押 収 物 総 目 録
番号 品名 数量 記録丁数 備考
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押 収 物 総 目 録































５ 大麻粉砕機（証５号） １個 16 送致
６ タバコ巻き器具（証６号） ２個 16 送致
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記 録 目 録
書類標目 陳述者 作成年月日 頁数
意見書 警査
(74)
イ○○ 2012. 3.19 15
告訴状 チェ○○ 2011.12.18 2
陳述調書 チェ○○ 2012. 1. 4 7
被疑者尋問調書 イ○○ 2012. 1.20 22
犯罪認知 警査 イ○○ 2012. 2. 9 68
被疑者尋問調書 パク○○ 2012. 2. 9 70
捜査報告（調べ官変更） 警査 イ○○ 2012. 2.22 91
捜査報告（罪名変更擬律） 警査 イ○○ 2012. 3.13 92
捜査結果報告書 警査 イ○○ 2012. 3.16 93
事件処理進行状況通知（結果） 警査 イ○○ 2012. 3.19 98
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(26) Lord Lester of Herne Hill, House of Lords, Debates, vol. 56, col 498.
(27) 司法制度改革推進本部裁判員制度・刑事検討会第26回会議議事録16
17頁〔本田委員発言〕
(28) The First ‘Guinness’ Trial, R v Saunders and Others, unreported, Central
Criminal Court, September 29, 1989 cited in P. O’Connor, ‘Procecution
Disclosure : Principle, Practice and Justice’ in C. Walker and K. Starmer ed.,
Justice in Error, p 108.
(29) 捜査機関に対して初めてこうした証拠目録の作成及び継続的な見直し
を義務付けたのは1992年に公表された「ギネス・アドバイス（Guinness
Advice)」であった。‘The Guinness Advice’, Disclosure of unused material,
















































ら問題は存在しない」と考えられている。Baroness Mallalieue, House of





大きな転換をもたらした｡ F. Feeney, ‘Advance disclosure of othe prosecution
case’ in D. Moxon ed., Managing Criminal Justice (Blackstone Press Limited,










カナダにおけるスティンチコム事件判決 Stinchcombe (1991) 3 SCR 326,
論
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68 CCC (3d) 1 やイギリスのウォード事件判決 R v Judith Ward (1993) 96











































































































  （司法参与，今後何をするべきか)」・ （ハ
ンインソプ・ハンサンフン編)『 （国民の司法参与)』(
（景仁文化社), 2010）19頁以下及び同書所収の !"（ファン
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ネット版 (http://www.lawtimes.co.kr/lawnews/NEwsAccs/ArticlePrint.aspx?























































判決はこのことを端的に示している。Lord Justice Steyn, R v Winston


















































































(128)  (パククンヨン) ｢	 


















































































































The Duty to Disclose the Prosecution Unused
Material Schedule in Korea
A Proposal to Japanese Pre-trial Procedure
Yoshifumi SUMITANI
Naoko YAMADA
PARK Je Min (Translation)
This paper aims to discuss and make a proposal about introduction of the
duty to disclose the prosecution unused material schedule to the Japanese
Pre-trial Procedure comparing with the similar one in Korea which is a
country that in these some years is succeeding to establish new provisions
to protect human rights in criminal proceedings in accordance with global
standards.
Numberless miscarriage of justice has been occurred in Japanese criminal
procedure by prosecutor’s ‘mistake’ or ‘refusal’ to disclose important unused
material. In 2009 the Saiban-in Seido (quasi-jury system) started and the
Pre-trial Procedure for that had introduced some years before aiming to the
Saiban-in Seido would perform effectively.
Final goal of the Pre-trial Procedure is to examine and decide which
evidence and what issue of law and fact should be appeared in court, for the
sake of realization of Saiban-in Seido as satisfactory and speedy.
Nearly 8 years have passed since the Pre-trial Procedure started to work,
lawyers and academics have pointed out there would be some problematic
situations with it, such as lengthy Pre-trial Procedure because of the conflicts
between prosecutors and defence lawyers about disclosure of prosecution
unused material, and prosecutors’ ‘mistake’ to disclose prosecution unused
material that is important for the defence. The Legislative Council of the
Ministry of Justice is now reviewing the Pre-trial Proceeding in order to it
can furnish the prosecution unused material schedule to the defence if they
request.
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The Korean Criminal Procedure Act and the Japanese Criminal Procedure
Act are very similar, like twins, at a glance as the former is rooted in the
latter. At around the same time Saiban-in Seido started in Japan, Korean
government has established a new citizen participation system and carried
out a dramatic legal reform to realize protecting defendant’s rights in
accordance with global standards. Korean citizen participation system is
accompanied with the duty to disclose the prosecution unused material
schedule to the defence lawyers in its Pre-trial Procedure and it is working
very well. It is reported that in Korea, its Pre-trial Procedure is implemented
satisfactory and smoothly without any conflicts between prosecutors and
defence lawyers about disclosure at all and the trials finish speedy ; most
cases are tried in one day, no longer than 2 days.
Comparing with Korean Pre-trial Procedure, ex-twin of Japan and now not,
this paper would visualize the reason why Japanese Pre-trial Procedure is in
problematic situation and make a proposal to solve it.
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